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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections -35 USC § 101 

1.35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 12 and 25 are rejected on the basis on being directed to non-statutory subject 
matter. Claims 12 and 25 disclose an computer program per se that incorporates the 
Claim 1 and Claim 13 respectively. Claims 12 and 25 do not recite any language that 
would allow the functionality of the method to be executed by a computer. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or oh 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claim 1,3-8,14-17 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 5774650 to Chapman et al. 



5. Regarding Claim 1, 
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a) Chapman et al. discloses an record containing profile data about the user see 
Column 1 Line 17-20. 

b) and c) Chapman et al. discloses similarity searching the profile data against an list 
see Column 5 Line 30-41 and receiving an result of the similarity search see Column 5 
Line 42-45 

d) and e) Chapman et al. discloses comparing profile data against an unauthorized list 
to check to see if the user could gain access to the computer system, 
f) Chapman et al. discloses an review process where an profile data is compared 
against an unauthorized list and deny the user access wherein the match is found see 
Column 6 Line 66- Column 7 Line 6. 

6. Regarding Claim 3, The "permanently denying the new user access to the computer 
system" is met by Chapman et al. see Column 1 Line 32-34. 

7. Regarding Claim 4,The "temporarily denying the new user access to the computer 
system for a pre-determined period" is met by Chapman et al. see Column 6 Line 45-47. 

8. Regarding Claim 5,The "creating an account for each new user" is met by Chapman 
et al. see Column 4 Line 4-6 & Column 4 Line 13-14. 

9. Regarding Claim 6, Chapman et al. discloses an receiving a plurality of records into 
an file see Column 4 Line 16-20. 
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10. Regarding Claim 7 and Claim 8, Chapman et al. discloses updating of files for new 
users and suspended users see Column 1 Line 57-61 . 

1 1 . Regarding Claim 14, The "creating an account for each new user" is met by 
Chapman et al. see Column 4 Line 4-6 & Column 4 Line 13-14. 

12. Regarding Claim 15 and Claim 16, Chapman et al. discloses updating of files for 
new users and suspended users see Column 1 Line 57-61 . 

13. Regarding Claim 17, Chapman et al. discloses a command that invokes a search to 
be performed see Column 5 Line 22-28. 

14. Regarding Claim 26, 

Chapman et al. discloses an record containing profile data about the user see Column 1 
Line 17-20. 

Chapman et al. discloses extracting and similarity searching the profile to determine the 
validity of the user and receiving an result from the search see Column 5 Line 30-41 . 
Chapman et al. discloses determining if there an match and according allowing the user 
to access the computer system see Column 5 Line 43-46. 
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Chapman et al. discloses an review process where an profile data is compared against 
an unauthorized list and deny the user access wherein the match is found see Column 
6 Line 66- Column 7 Line 6. 



Claim Rejections -35 USC § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claim 2,9-1 1,13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chapman et al. (U.S. Patent No.57746560) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6026398 to 
Brown et al. 

17. Regarding Claim 2, Chapman et al. does not disclose having an match score for the 
similarity result and comparing the match score against an predetermined match score. 
However, Brown et al. disclose having an match score for the similarity result see 
Column 3 Line 66- Column 4 Line 7 and Brown et al. also disclose comparing the match 
score against an predetermined tolerance level see Column 14 Line 49-51 . It would be 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include a 
match score for the similarity result and comparing the match score against an 
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predetermined match score in order to get precise match for the closest match records 
see Column 4 Line 27-30. 

18. Regarding Claim 9, Chapman et al. does not disclose similarity searching user 
profile data against the suspended-users profile database, via a batch similarity search 
engine. However, Brown et al. discloses an match engine for similarity searching the 
input data against an database of records see Column 8 Line 17-25. It would be obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include an match 
engine for similarity searching the input data against an database of records in order to 
determine how closely related the input data is to database of records see Column 8 
Line 48-51. 

19. Regarding Claim 10, Chapman et al. does not disclose relaying the new-user record 
to a user-review database, before the step of confirming at least one similarity. 
However, Brown et al. does disclose submitting records for review where tests are 
conducted to confirming similarity see Column 14 Line 8-14 done before the step of 
confirming at least one similarity. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to include a review process where tests are conducted to 
confirming similarity in order to determine the likelihood of a match between input data 
and stored data see Column 14 Line 17-21 . 

20. Regarding Claim 1 1 , Chapman et al. fails to discloses displaying the user- 
review database via a web-based interface, after the step of relaying the 
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new-user record to a user-review database and before the step of 
confirming at least one similarity. However, Brown et al. discloses an outputting the 
review see Column 15 Line 62-Column 16 Line 3, which is done after the step of 
relaying the new-user record to a user-review database and before the step of 
confirming at least one similarity and Brown et al. further discloses that the output can 
be an network connections linked through an computer system see Column 20 Line 53- 
56. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to include an output of review to be web-based interface so as that commonly used 
processor may be used see Column 20 Line 50-52. 

21. Regarding Claim 13, 

a) Chapman et al. does not discloses "receiving a plurality of records into a production 
new-user database". However Brown et al. discloses an receiving a plurality of records 
into an file see Column 4 Line 16-20. 

b) and c) Chapman et al. discloses updating of files for new users and suspended users 
see Column 1 Line 57-61. 

d) and e) Chapman et al. does not disclose relaying the profile data to similarity 
searching user profile data against the suspended-users profile database, via a batch 
similarity search engine. However, Brown et al. discloses relaying the profile data to an 
match engine for similarity searching the input data against an database of records see 
Column 8 Line 17-25. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to include an match engine for similarity searching the input data 
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against an database of records in order to determine how closely related the input data 
is to database of records see Column 8 Line 48-51 . 

f) Chapman et al. discloses receiving an result of the similarity search see Column 5 
Line 42-45 

g) and h) Chapman et al. discloses comparing profile data against an unauthorized list 
to check to see if the user could gain access to the computer system. 

i) Chapman et al. does not disclose relaying the new-user record to a user-review 
database, before the step of confirming at least one similarity. However, Brown et al. 
does disclose submitting records for review where tests are conducted to confirming 
similarity see Column 14 Line 8-14 done before the step of confirming at least one 
similarity. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include a review process where tests are conducted to confirming similarity 
in order to determine the likelihood of a match between input data and stored data see 
Column 14 Line 17-21. 

i) ,ii) and iii) Chapman et al. discloses checking whether the user gets access to the 
computer system based on the comparison with the file, allowing and denying access to 
the computer system based on the file see Column 6 Line 66-Column 7 Line 6 and 
updating the database of suspended users is disclosed Chapman et al. see Column 1 
Line 57-61. . 

21 . Regarding Claim 18, Chapman et al. does not disclose having an match score for 
the similarity result and comparing the match score against an predetermined match 



Application/Control Number: 09/681 ,532 Page 9 

Art Unit: 21 32 

score. However, Brown et al. disclose having an match score for the similarity result see 
Column 3 Line 66- Column 4 Line 7 and Brown et al. also disclose comparing the match 
score against an predetermined tolerance level see Column 14 Line 49-51 . It would be 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include a 
match score for the similarity result and comparing the match score against an 
predetermined match score in order to get precise match for the closest match records 
see Column 4 Line 27-30. 

22. Regarding Claim 19, Chapman et al. discloses a similarity search result is received 
for each new-user record searched see Column 5 Line 30-41 . 

23. Regarding Claim 20, Chapman et al. discloses a similarity search result being 
received for all-user records searched see Column 5 Line 65- Column 6 Line 1. 

24. Regarding Claim 21, Chapman et al. does not disclose relaying the new-user record 
to a user-review database, before the step of confirming at least one similarity. 
However, Brown et al. does disclose submitting records for review where tests are 
conducted to confirming similarity see Column 14 Line 8-14 done before the step of 
confirming at least one similarity. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to include a review process where tests are conducted to 
confirming similarity in order to determine the likelihood of a match between input data 
and stored data see Column 14 Line 17-21 . 
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25. Regarding Claim 22, Chapman et al. fails to discloses displaying the user- 
review database via a web-based interface, after the step of relaying the 
new-user record to a user-review database and before the step of 

confirming at least one similarity. However, Brown et al. discloses an outputting the 
review see Column 15 Line 62-Column 16 Line 3, which is done after the step of 
relaying the new-user record to a user-review database and before the step of 
confirming at least one similarity and Brown et al. further discloses that the output can 
be an network connections linked through an computer system see Column 20 Line 53- 
56. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to include an output of review to be web-based interface so as that commonly used 
processor may be used see Column 20 Line 50-52. 

26. Regarding Claim 23, The "permanently denying the new user access to the 
computer system" is met by Chapman et al. see Column 1 Line 32-34. 

27. Regarding Claim 24, The "temporarily denying the new user access to the computer 
system for a pre-determined period" is met by Chapman et al. see Column 6 Line 45-47. 

Conclusion 

28. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following patents are cited to further show the state of art in 
general: 
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U.S. Patent No. 5937159 to Meyers et al. 

U.S. Patent No. 6374237 B1 to Reese 

U.S. Patent No. 6526423 B2 to Zawadzki et al. 

29. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Venkatanarayanan Perungavoor whose telephone 
number is 571-272-7213. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on 571-272-3799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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